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BEFORE 1BE

PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

M8UCI'S Rell.tinl to Sat1Jfaction of CoDditicms
for Offerina IQterLATA Service
(WiscoDlin Bell, Inc. d/b/a Ameritech WilCODsin

)
)
)

672o-n-120

. SEPARATE PETlTION FOR REHEARING AND RECONSlDERAnON
of

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

MCI TdccommUDications CocporatiOJ1 ("'Men by its uadersiped attomeys, hereby

separately petitions the Public Service Commission fot reheIriDg ud tcCOASidermon of a

portion of the Commission's FindiDls of Fact, Conclusions of Law aDd Secoad Order. dated

May 30. 1997, in Docket 6720-TI-120 (USecood. Ord.cr"). This pe!ib is in addition 10 the

joJm petition for rchearinJ IDd recoDSideratiOl. submitted by AT&T. MOIIDd CompTe!.

Specifically. MCI "Plrately seeks (i) reheIrina aDd recomidenUOJl OD issues relaJfng to

aomecuzriD& charges; and (ii) clarification re11tiq to the alloc:aUon of 8CClC:$S revea.ues in

L AME1UTECII'S PROPOSED HON-RECUlUIING CHARGES SHOULD BE
REJECI'E1) PENDING A lULL JNVES'I1GATION or TBE UNDERLYING
COSTS.

baed. onlD)' serious examinauOA of AnMitcdl'. cost smdlas, ad are furthermore

supported by cost stUdies that are based on A.meritech"s tJld OSS systcmB - systaIs that

Commission should reject Amerir.ech's propasalmd immediately initiate In invesdptlon

6l/£l'd cc:se ~66l-Sc-Nnr
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A.. laflated NRCs are a Siplfic:uat Barrier to EDti)'.

The Commission must recolDiD that nomccutring charscs can be an extreme barrier

to eauy for new entrants, as it pRViousJ.y recopized that inflated NRCs were an

UDteI8IQ!Sable barrier to Centrex resale.

If a new entrant pro\'ides service to a customer via the use of unbundlocl loop leased

from AJneriteeh, that new enU'lDt win inc:ur a service order charge and a line cOMcction

charge (in addition to other chlrges relating to any coUocation that Amenteeh requires in

order to atTACh the unbundled loop to the new enIl'am's network). In Wisconsin, the sum

of the service order and the l.iDe CODDeCbOD charse for a loop alode (no line switch port)

would be 556.60 (516.50 senice c:barge per order pIgs $40.10 line connedion per loop).

Obviously. the more netWOrk dements the J1ItJW euDnt teased from Ameriteeh, the more

nonrecurring cbargcs that -.wuld be: imposed.l In all likelihood, the new entrant will not

'be able to pISS throagh 1bae nomecurriu& charges to rbe cu.stomc:n migrating fi'om ILEC.

which CUZ'tenZIy cocttroIs Dear1)r 100% of the market Ibaze in W"ZIICODSiD. In the

int:ercxchance JDIIl'bt, J10IIfecurring dJarges i"...-cI by LECs to switch betW'eeD IXCs are

almost UDiversally DeVer puled. 011 to end~ 1Dd end users have come to expect that the

traDSldiOll will come at zero cost to tb=. nus. uew eatnmrs will be forced to recoup the

noJnCUZ'riDg cluqClll imposed by Ameritech from profi1s amed in the recurriDa rates.

t Melina 111 Wlbw\dled l.i.DHide switch port would require an additioDll S71.93 in
NRC. (517.66 senice orderiq obIrp plus $504.27), DOt iDcludinl charps UIOCiated with
a tnck-aicle switch port requirlcl by AmeriteclL

2

6l/vl'd "l:lEl31 1-0311~3W1:l (2:80 l.66"t-SZ-Nnr



JUN. -lZ' 91 (MON) 08:26 AMERIT£CK WI LEGAL TEL:414 678 2444 P. 014

Witb~ diaries u hip u tba_1mposed mWiscmIsin, aDd wi.!h muams as 109(

u they are in d:ae ftSidaJ1:ial madce\ thea ill all likelihood castomm will "chum- away

from the DCW caDut well 'befoK the DeW eatnm will haw bad • cbaac::o to recoup the

nomec:u.rriDJ rates impo_ Tbls will etteetlve1y foreclose competition in the residential

market in Wisconsin.

B. Ameriteeb'j Propotecl NRC. are luflatecl Above Cost.

On page 76 of the second Order, the Commission properl)' rec:osnized that "all

noarecunil1g cblfgeli must bear a reasonablo re1attoDShip to their underlying costs." On

page 17 of 'the Second Order, the Commissiol1 concluded that having reviewed Ameriteeh's

costs. it fotmd DO "significant mismatches" between Anleriteeh's costs and Ameriteeh's

revised proposed NRCs.

1b implication in the Seeond Order that Amc:rits:h's~. data has been examined is

CODtr8I)' to feel In AU of the Amcritech states besides W"lSCOlLSin - Ohio. MichiaU\,

Indiana, and IWaoJs - the JqU1atory cammil&ioDS have cmblrkect 011 a serious

examtnM10JJ of Ameriteeh's cost data with panicipltioll by all iDtcrestecl parties. Wisconsin

bas d1us fer Eailed 10 eDPF La. aay Ilmilar UDdercak:iDI. limitiD' ics C'XalDinatiOl1 of

Ameritech costs to Staffs lDIlysis.

ove.atalemeDtl of cost.Z As but a sinale example., tbe noDreCUfriDa cbatge for tbe line pan

2. The Second Order appem only to haw eDmiDec:l the DWIin between Amerit&ch's
reportEd costs and Ameritcch's propoaed nanrec:urriDg cbarps.

3
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portion of UDbuDcIIocI local switehiD& appem to be bued OIl the line QOuecdOll SlUd.y ­

cl_Jy that i5 iDadequate jUl1itieation for tbiJ NRC. Tho NRC! imposed are not baaed on

In addition, the factual buiJ underlying the cost ltUdies Americech bas presented

have changed. Many of the NRCs at issue are directly related to Ameriteeh's OSS systems.

A:i this CommissiOll is fully aware. Ameriteeh bas beea. chan&inl - and con!inues to

change - its ass systems to comply with Sedlon 211 requitements of tile Federal Act.

To tbe extent 1haI Amerirech's OSS systems have chan.8ed. but those changes are not

reflected in the nonreeurriDg charges, th= Amcri1eCh's NRCs are Gvmtated.

ThIs problem was aclcnowledged in ICCeDt t.estimoay by Ameritech cost witness

Palmer in nIinois. In that state's cost docket, Mr. Palmer: was asked about the relationship

between the ass systems and the DOnrecuaing charges:

Q: Do you bow wbecbcr Of'.DOt, Mr• .Palmet. me pJaDs oC Ameritech to
implement the EDI int=face fot ordering 'WlbUDdled loop.s is ref1edCd in the
cost StUdy supponing the .-vice orde:riDI c:harges that you have proffered in
this proc=iDg1

A: No. I think it is pretty clear that the service orderiDg chqcs that I've offered
up hele reflect the ASR iIdel'face.J

A$ \WI established in 1be OSS portion of the Mafcb 31 '-ring. the ABR. process 1S

sipifiClllltly more DW1ua1 thaD the EDl process. Thus, per<UStOmc:r noDteClllTiDg cost

studies baaed on tho ASR procca are goIq to be sipifiQll1tly higber tbaIl aay c:ost study

bued em the forwBrd..lookin, EDl proceaes

:I ICC InVl$tipti01l into forward 1oo1dD& COlt stUdies and rates of Aznc:ritec:b IlllDois
for mteroom1ectio11, nc.tWOIk etemeDt5, tn.nIPOlt IDC1 termination of traffic. Docket 96­
0486196-0569 CoDsolidatc:d. TrlDltript May 13. 1997. p. 489.

4
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Similarly. with tile line COmaeetioD cbarle, there is a signi6cant portioI1 of COIUi

relatiq to nwnual "coordiIudiaa." As BDI-eype processes Ft implemeIltecI tb8t remove

more manual proc.eS!CS, the DIOJ:Il'flCUniD costs sbouId go down - IDe! the JloarecurriJ)g

charaes should. be lower.

Given the signifiClDt impact ofDO~ charges em the development of local

c:otnpetitiO%lt given the lack of significaat a.aalysiJ of Ameritecb's costs in this proceeding,

and liven the fact that Ameriteeh's OSS syStemS that serve as the basis for nomecuning

east ltUc1ies ue changing, the Commission should reject Ameriteeh's proposed. D~w:ring

charaes and lDiliate an investigation into the issue immecliately.

D. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLAJUJY THAT CLECS ARE ENmLED
TO RETAIN ACCESS REVENUES WHEN USING UNBUNDLED COMMON
TIlANSPORT.

olhetwiae coosittorlt with the Coau.nWion's IDd 1be FCC's positioA OD the UJC of

unbuDdlecl netwark e1~ t:ha Commiatioa should clarify that wbeJ1 CLECI purchase

unbundled traDspott, whether cJedieated or mmmem UIDSpOI\ they lie entitled to !be .a:eBS

revenue usociated wich the purchased e1emeat.

~ • prelim;n.", matter, MCl beUava that the Secoud Order 11 absolutely coaect in

its decamiDatlon that Amc:rltcch's =dstiDa poposal for QOD1IDOI1 1nDsport is deficient to the

extent it reqWes CLBCa to purcbue castomimJ roudD. and. dedicated tNn1c ports IUd that

Ameriteeh must be cfiReted to mile its unbUDd1ed trIrIIpOrt oft'eriDg.

5
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Next, the SccoDd Order .-ms to recognize, as i1 should to be couistent with FCC

rules, that purehuers of' UIlbuudled network clements ce ea.titled. to ... such elcmeats to

provide access seMce. seemJncly referring to 41 C.F.R. 1151.309, ,teS1S (SUlyed); FCC

order It peL 440, el seq.. MoreoYer, &S noted on page 64 of the Second Order. -access

revenues for In)' given portion of a toll call should accrue to the provider or that portion of

the access services."

An example is then provided ofTCG pl'Qviding access Jenlice to a eustomer ·PIC'd"

to AT&T, usiDg m unbundled loop and line-side switching purchased from Ameritcch.

(Page 65) The Second Order cOl1eCtly determines tbat as the purcbasel of the unbundled

loop aDd local swilChing (1YCIl 1hough Atneritech actually owns Ute switch and the copper

wire loop), TeG is entitled to the access revenue from. AT&T &S5ociated w:ilh tho loop and

local switchina. However, with~t to the "1I2DSPOrt" element of access service. the

Seccmd. Order is somewhat les& clear, drawing a clistiJ:1ctioD. bctw=n transport over the

"Ameriteeh acceSl netwOrk- versus the "TCG acce.u aetwork... The Commissioa should

clarify that when TOO purchaes unbwld1ecl transport from Ameriteeh,~ d.e:dicaed or

common. that this would CODSIimre the "TeG acca& D.etWork, If thus entit1in& Tea to collect

access revenue from AT&T. In other words, the CommissiCln should be consistent in its

trutment of the ast of W1buDd.1ed DCtWOrk elements and CLECI should be permitted to

retaIn acx:ess revenues NSOriIlM with the "1:aDSpOrt" e1emcDt of access, evm 'When usiQg

unbW1dl~ dedicated or COmDlOD tI:aDspOrt.

NJy other conclusicm is ~trary to the FCC sc.bem~ and moreovc, would

eviscerate any use of utllNAd1ed switching in WiscoDSia A1. all c:entral offices wb=e the

6
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CLEC doet not have sutficieDt volume to justify a dedicated access network. without tho

right to the aecess revenue. the CLEC will nat be able 10 serve any customers using

unb1Wlled local swhchlDs, contrary to the purposes of the 1996 Act aDd the previously

announced policy of tb.i$ Commission.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing rcaons. MCI respecdUIl)' requests that the Commission reconsider

its decision on Amerltech's nOJ:1reCW'rinI charges and clarify its position on the use or

unbundled common traaspart for exchange access service.

RespectMly submitted.

Mel TELECOMMUNICAnONS CORPORATION

Dated: June 19. 1997

By; ~'/#:J~; ewH.B
205 North Michigan Avenue
Suite 3700
Odcago, IL 60601
Tel: (312) 470-3310
Fax: (312) 470-4929

Niles Baman
Wbeelcr. Van Sickle &.. Anderson, S.c.
25 West Main Street
Madison. WI 53703
Tel: (608) 255·7277
Fax: (608) 155-6006
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-
-== AT&T­_t

Bruce C. Bennett
A~.~,i$lanl Vice Pr",,:;,de('\

Govc:rnrnenl A/t.'31f5

June 20, 1997

VIA FACSIMILIE

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech
350 North Orleans, 3'" Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Dan:

SUite 1360
222 W. Adam:> SIrei'll
Chicago, iL 60606·5011)
312 23Q.3312
FAX 312 230·8489

Attached for your review is the "Rough Justice" Factor methodology we discussed at our
meeting of June] 6, 1997, To insure we have a common understanding of the
methodolgy, we have included numeric examples for each step of the process. Please
review the document and provide me your comments as soon as possible.

Bruce Bennett

BB/ev

~:
'DC ReGycled p"pllr
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"Rough Justice" Factor Methodology

This paper describes a methodology for implementing an interim "rough justice" means
of measuring tetminating usage which would enable CLECs to bill IXCs for terminating
access, ILECs to bill for terminating unbundled local switching and both ILECs and
CLECs to bill for reciprocal compensation and local toll access. Each subsequent process
described is dependent on an outcome created in the preceding. Therefore, to accomplish
all three objectives, the processes given below and the steps in each process must be
followed in order, beginning with the calculations for IXC terminating access.

Process 1: Terminating Access (both interLATA and iotraLATA toll)

Today, for each terminating toll call, the ILEC switch records the originating IXC, the
terminating telephone number and the duration of the call. This would be sufficient
information for CLECs using the unbundled local switch to billlXCs for terminating
access if the data could be sorted and identified by tenninating CLEC based on line
numbers. However, until now, there was no need for the ILEC to generate bills to the
IXCs based on line numbers and thus capability does not currently exist for the ILEC to
attribute the IXC usage to the proper CLEC based on the terminating line number. Until
the ILEC develops the software necessary to properly attribute this usage, an interim
measure to estimate the CLEC terminating usage based on factors applied to the
originating IXC usage is reasonable.

Step 1 - The ILEC develops a terminating to originating (T/O) ratio for each end office
(or LATA) based on the total IXC originating and terminating access minutes billed in
the end office (or LATA).

T/O = IXCAlL TMOUs/ IXCALL OMOUs

Step 2 - The ILEC also develops a percentage of terminating IXC minutes of use for each
lXC.

% IXCx TMOUs :=, IXCx TMOUs/ IXCAll TMOUs.

Step 3 - The ILEC measures originating usage for each CLEC to all IXCs, and will apply
the T/O ratio developed in Step 1 to the total number of originating IXC minutes actually
generated by each CLEC's customers at the 1mbundled local switch to estimate the total
number of telminating minutes attributable to each CLEC's customers and for which the
CLEe is entitled to bill terminating access.

CLEC X's 1XCALI. TMOUs "" CLEC X's IXCAI-L OMOUs '" T/O

Step 4 - For each CLEe the fLEC would then assign its estimated IXC terminating
minutes of use to the interstate or intrastate jurisdiction using the existing percent
interst~te us~ge (PILI) factors.

1
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CLEe X's lXCALL Interstate TMOUs =CLEC X's IXCi\LL TMOUs * PlU
CLEe X's IXCALL Intrastate TMOUs '= CLEC X's IXCAL.L. TMOUs ... (I-PIU)

Step 5 - To determine how many tenninating minutes came from each IXC by
jurisdiction for each CLEC, the ILEC would assign IXC terminating minutes to each
IXCs using the % IXCx TMOU factors developed in Step 2.

CLEC X's IXC(X) Interstate TMOUs = CLEe X's IXCAll lnterstate TMOUs " % IXCx TMOUs

CLEC X's IXC(X) Intrastate TMOUs =CLEC X's IXCAll Intrastate TMOUs'" % IXC" mous

Step 6: The interstate and intrastate tenninating minutes thus developed for each CLEC
for each IXC must be deducted from the ILEC's interstate and intrastate tenninating
minutes for each IXC to prevent double billing of access.

ILEC's IXC(.~I TMOUs = TotallXC(Xl TMOUs - All CLECs' IXC(~1 mous

EXAMPLE:

Step 1: Assume that the TIO factor is .98

Step 2: Assume that the % distribution of terminating MOUs by IXC is:

IXC 1 == 60%
IXC 2 =25%
IXC 3 = 15%

Step 3: Assume there are two CLECs. CLEC A has 1000 OMOUs and CLEC B has 2000
OMOUs:

CLEC A TMOUs = 1000· .98 = 980 TMOUs
CLEC B TMOUs == 2000".98 = 1960 TMOUs

Step 4: Assume that the existing PIU is 80%:

CLEC A's IXCA,u. Interstate TMOUs =980 * .80 =784
CLEC A's IXCAll Intrastate TMOUs = 980'" .20 = 196

CLEC B's IXCI\LL Interstate TMOUs = 1960 • .80 = 1568
CLEC B's IXCALL Intrastate TMOUs = 1960 ....20 = 392

Step 5 - Using the % IXCx TMOU factors from Step 2:

CLEC A's IXC1 Interstate TMOUs = 784 * .60 = 470.4
CLEC A's IXC I Intrastate TMOUs = 196 • .60 = 117.6

2
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CLEC A's IXCz Interstate TMOUs ;;;; 784 * .25 = 196
CLEe A's IXC~ Intrastate TMOUs ::::: 196 • .25 =49

CLEC A's IXC) Interstate TMOUs =784 * .15 = 117.6
CLEC A's IXC3 Intrastate TMOUs = 196>\ .15 = 29.4

CLEC B's IXC1 Interstate TMOUs = 1568 • .60 = 940.8
CLEC B's IXC1 Intrastate TMOUs == 392 * .60 =235.2

CLEC B's IXC2 Interstate TMOUs = 1568 * .25 =; 392
CLEC B's IXCz Intrastate TMOUs = 392 * .25 = 98

CLEC B's IXC.1 Interstate TMOUs = 1568 * .15 = 235.2
CLEC B's IXC3 Intrastate TMOUs =392 * .15 == 58.8

Step 6: If the ILECs Total IXC TMOUs were 10,000 and IXC1 had 6000 TMOUs, IXC2

had 2500 lMOUs and IXC) had 1500 TMOUs then:

ILEC's IXC. TMOUs = 6000 - 1800 =4200
ILEC's IXC2 TMOUs :::: 2500 - 750 = 1750
ILEC's IXC) TMOUs = 1500 - 450 = 1050

Process 2: Terminating Unbundled SWitching Usage

Currently the ILEC cannot record the terminating non-IXC usage on its switches. They
can, however, record originating minutes. To enable the ILEC to bill the CLECs for
terminating unbundled local switching the following method is proposed:

Step 1: From the CLEC's total originating minutes subtract the minutes that went to an

IXC.

CLEC X's Non-IXC OMOUs = CLEe X's Total OMOUs - CLEC X's IXC OMOUs
Step 2: From the CLEC's non-IXC originating minutes remove the percentage of minutes
that were intraswitch. Intraswitch minutes should not be billed as terminating minutes.
The lLEC will develop the percentage of minutes originating in a switch that terminate in
the same switch based on recorded data.

CLEC XIS lnterswitch Non-IXC OMOUs == CLEC X's Non-IXC OMOUs * %lntraswitch

Step 3: For non-IXC calls, every recorded originated call is completed within the LATA
therefore every originating minute has a corresponding terminating minute.

CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC TMOUs ;:: CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC OMOUs

3
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Step 4: To obtain all the CLEC's terminating minutes that used the unbundled local
switch, the IXC terminating minutes developed for the CLEC in Process I, Step 3, must
be added.

CLEC X's Interswitch 1MOUs = CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC OMOUs + CLEC X's (lXC) TMOUs

EXAMPLE: Using CLEe A from the first example and asswning that CLEC A had a
total of 10,000 originating minutes:

Step I:

CLEC A's Non-IXC OMOUs = 10,000 - 1,000 = 9,000

Step 2: Assume that the intraswitch percentage is 40%

CLEC A's Interswitch Non-IXC OMOUs = 9,000 * .40 = 5,400

Step 3:

CLEC A's Interswitch Non-IXC TMOUs = 5,400

Step 4:

CLEC A's Interswitch TMOUs =5,400 + 980 = 6,380

Terminating local toll access and reciprocal compensation

Until the industry evolves to the point that each CLEC is assigned a carrier identification
code and these codes are passed through the network and recorded at the terminating
s\vitcb (similar to how an IXC operates), local toll access and reciprocal compensation (if
bill and keep arrangements are not in place) will have to be estimated based on factors.
The proposed methodology for accomplishing this interim measure is as follows:

Process 3 - For states which have implemented 2-PIC

In states which have implemented 2-PIC, CLECs who are intraLATA toll providers will
be assigned a carrier identification code. When a CLEC customer makes a toll call, the
call will be routed to the CLEC's point of presence (POP). The access bill to this CLEC
will follow the steps described for Process 1 above. To the extent that the CLEC does not
have a POP, then the steps described below for non-2-PIC states will apply for those
CLECs.

A UNE platform CLEC will determine tenninating local toll access and reciprocal
compensation (if necessary) using the following steps:

4
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Step 1: A percent local usage (PLU) factor is applied to the non-IXC tenninating
Llnbundled local switching minutes derived in Process 2, Step 3, above. This factor will
separate local toll usage from local usage. The PLU factor may be detennined at the end
office or at the LATA level.

A. CLEC X's Local Toll TMOUs = CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC TMOUs * (l-PLU)
B. CLEC X's Local TMOUs = CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC TMOUs '" PLU

Step 2: Under the assumption that, in a 2-PIC state, all originating calls from CLECs will
go to the CLEC's POP, and all tenninating calls except those originated by the ILEC,
will come from the POP, the terminating local toll minutes derived by applying the PLU
factor in Step 1 will be billed by the CLEC to the ILEC for local toll access.

EXAMPLE: Using CLEC A's results from Process 2, Step 3

Step lA: Assume that the PLU is 80%

CLEC A's Local Toll TMOUs ;;; 5,400 ...20 = 1,080

Step 1B: If reciprocal compensation must be billed (no bill and keep arrangements)
CLEC A is entitled to reciprocal compensation for:

CLEC A's Local TMOUs ;;; 5,400 If .8 =4,320 minutes

1l1e steps outlined below for non-2-PIC states will be used to determine how LCEC A
would allocate those 4,320 minutes among all of the LEes (lLECs and CLEes) operating
in the LATA.

Process 4 - For states that have not implemented 2-PIC arrangements

When local and local toll calls to and from a CLEC use the lLEC's network, the following
process will be employed to detennine the appropriate loc.al toll access and reciprocal
compensation:

Step 1: A percent local usage (PLU) factor is applied to the non-IXC tenninating
w1bundled local switching minutes derived in Process 2, Step 3, above. This factor will
separate local toll usage from local usage. The PLU factor may be detennined at the end
office or at the LATA level.

A. CLEC X's Local Toll TMOUs =CLEC X's Interswitch Non-IXC TMOUs * (l.PLU)
B. CLEC X's Local TMOUs =CLEC X's lnterswitch Non~IXCTMOUs .. PLU

Step 2: To the results of Step 1A, each CLEC will apply a second set of factors based on
the percent of lines (or minutes) attributable to each ILEC and CLEC operating in the

5
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LATA to detennine how those minutes are to be allocated among the ILECs and CLECs
for access billing purposes.

ILEC A Factor = ILEC A LineslTotal Lines
CLEC A Factor = CLEC A LineslTotal Lines
CLEC B Factor = CLEC B LinesITotal Lines
CLEC C Factor = CLEC C Lines/ Total Lines

ILEC A Local Toll TMODs Billed by CLEC A = CLEC A's Local Toll TMOUs * ILEC A Factor
CLEC B Local Toll TMODs Billed by ClEC A ;:; CLEC A's Local Toll mODs • CLEC B Factor
CLEC C Local Toll TMOUs Billed by CLEC A '" CLEC A's Local Toll TMOUs ., CLEC C Factor

Step 3: To the extent that there are no bill and keep arrangements in place, the Local
TMOUs detennined in Step IB are the qualifying local minutes for reciprocal
compensation purposes. Those local minutes will be allocated to the ILEC and to other
CLECs for the billing of reciprocal compensation using the same factors as outlined in
Step 2.

Step 4: As in Process I, Step 6, the ILEC must deduct the terminating minutes thus
developed for each CLEC from the ILEC's local toll terminating minutes to prevent
double billing of access,

(LEe's Local Toll TMOUs =Total Local Toll TMOUs ~ All CLECs' Local Toll TMOUs

EXAMPLE: If CLEC A has 5,400 non-IXC TMOUs from Process 2, Step 3

Step 1A: Assume a PLU factor of 80%

CLEC A's Local Toll TMOUs = 5,400 • .20 = 1,080

Step IB: If reciprocal compensation must be billed (no bill and keep arrangements)
CLEe A is entitled to reciprocal compensation for:

CLEC A's Local TMOUs = 5,400 * .8 = 4,320 minutes

Step 2: Assume that there is one ILEC and 3 CLECs operating in the LATA and the
distribution is as follows:

ILEC = 90%
CLEe A= 5%
CLEC B = 3%
CLEC C=2%

6
Prepared for discussion purposes



For access billing, from Step lA, CLEC A has 1,080 minutes which will be distributed as
follows:

ILEC:;: .90* 1080"" 972
CLEC A "" ,OS"'] 080 = 54 (assuming that CLEC A would bill itself for access)
CLEC B = .03*1080"" 32.4
CLEC C = .02"'1080 =21,6

Step 3: If reciprocal compensation is billed, then CLEC A wlll use the minutes derived in
Step) B and allocate them llsing the factors from Step 2,

ILEC "" .90*4320 = 3888
CLEC A"" .05*4320;;; 216 (CLEC A will probably not bill itself)
CLEC B = .03*4320:= 129.6
CLEC C = ,02·4320:::: 86.4

7

Prepared for discussion purposes
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AT&TIAmeritech
Phase 1 Read Out - July 1, 1997

• Receipt and tracking of 997,855, & 865's was inconclusive for Round A
• Receipt of997, 855, & 865's was as expected for Round B.

• 548 of 580 individual calls in Round A were successful
• Failures consisted of 23 LCC errors, 4 LIDB problems, and 5 were retest of

previous failures
• 181 of 184 individual calls in Round B were successful

• 11 of the 19 lines tested in Round A \\'ere completely successful; 7 lines were partially
successful

• ]8 of the 20 lines tested in Round B were cOlnpletely successful; 2 lines were partially
successful

• 2 of 8 LCe's in Round A were completely successful; 6 were partially successful
• 7 of 8 LeC's in Round B were completely successful; 1 was partially successful



AT&TIAmeritech
Phase 1 Read Out· July 1, 1997

• Complete successes in 4 of the 10 categories of call types in Round A; partial
successes in 6 categories

• Complete successes in 9 of the 10 categories of call types in Round B; partial
successes in 1 category

• Lines 5, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, ]5, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20 tested successfully in Round A

• Lines ],2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, and 20 tested successfully
in Round B

• It \vas known at Trial start that the 900 translation for Directory Assistance requested
by AT&T would not work as requested.



AT&T/Ameritech
Phase 1 Read Out· July 1, 1997

Number of Successful Calls / Total Calls

Lce Round A Round B
unrestricted 206/206 114/115
900 55/56 8/8
976 52/54 10/10
900/976 42/50 13/13
toll 47/51 8110
internatianal 51/51 12/12
900/976/toll 49/59 16/16
900/976/internatianal 46/53 0/0
Total 548/580 181/184



AT&TIAmeritech
Phase 1 Read Out - July 1, 1997

Specific Call Failures:

RoundB
Qty Call Type
1 011 International
2 Feature errors

o
0+100 local
0+ 100 IntraLATA toll
0+100 Band C
0+ 100 InterLATA toll
411
555-1212
oII International
10XXX
10lXXX
976
1+900
Third Party (LIDB database problem)
Collect (LIDB database problem)
Retests of previous failures

Round A
Q!y Call Type
3
3
2
2
I
2
2
4
I
1
1
1
2
2
5
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AT&T / Ameritech
Phase I Read Out -July 11997

EMR Usage Data - AT&T Issues

-There was significant usage on the test lines not recorded by the log

-Indicator 6 should not be poplilated with 1 - AT&T records shouldn't be rounded

-Indicator 13 should be set to 5, but is being inconsistently applied to our local records

-Indicator 15 is set to 1 incorrectly - AT&T records should be unrated

except for information service provider calls

-Indicators 20,25,26,30 are for local use, but AIlS populated those fields

without AT&T agreement

·The CIC code was populated with 0288, but should have been populated 0'5 as local calls

••
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AT&T / Ameritech
Phase I Read Out - July 1 1997

-Receipt and tracking of997, 855, & 865's was
inconsistent for Round A
-Receipt of997, 855, & 865's was as expected for Round B

·Failures on 32 out of580 individual calls in Round A
-Failures on 3 out of 184 individual calls in Round B
·Ofthe 32 failures, 23 were Lee failures, 4 were LIDB, and 5 were
retests ofprevious failures

•There were failures on 7 out of 19 Jines tested in round A
"There were failures on 2 out of20 Jines tested in Round B

-There were failures with 6 ofthe 8 LCC's in Round A
-There were failures ","ith 1 ofthe 8 LCe's in Round B .

-Failures on 6 out of 10 categories of call types in Round A
-Failures on lout of 10 categories of call types in Round B


